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FOREWORD 

This Is the first In a series of ERS publications designed to present in 
a brief and understandable way what is cuiTently known about spe- 
cific practices and issues of high interest in the education of children 
and the operation of schools. Each publication in this series will 
provide readers with a balanced, otjective discussion of the practical 
research, relevant information, and informed opinion contained in 
the professional literature on the subject. The series will offer con- 
cise but comprehensive overviev;s of topics for teachers, parents, 
board members, administrators, and concerned citizens. 

What We Know About Cooperative Learning discusses instructional 
methods which seek to promote learning through student coopera- 
tion, rather than competition. Its purpose is not to advocate the use 
of cooperative learning methods, but to objectively describe and 
explain what cooperative learning is, to summarize the research 
related to its effectiveness, and to outline how it can be used appro- 
priately in the teaching/learning process. This practical overview of 
the topic is designed to help those who are considering the use of 
cooperative learning techniques to improve student achievement and 
attitudes. 

The publication begins with a brief outline of the characteristics of 
cooperative learning techniques, including a description of those 
specific techniques that have been the most widely used, discussed, 
and studied. This is followed by a summary of the research on the 
effectiveness and limitations of cooperative learning related to 
outcomes such as academic achievement ethnic relations, main- 
streaming, and student self-esteem. Finally, the roles of teachers, 
students, administrators, and parents in the suc'.essful implemen- 
tation of cooperative learning are discussed. 

More detailed and comprehensive information about this topic is 
contained in the 208-page ERS Information Folio Cooperative 
Learning, available to ERS subscribers on short-term loan or for 
purchase on a cost-replacement basis. 



Glen E. Robinson 
Director of Research 
Educational Research Service 
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COOPERATIVE LEARNING 



Competitiveness, found throughout American society. Is also 
prevalent in our educational system. In most classrooms, students 
are ranked by a grading system based on individual achievement. In 
recent years, however, cooperative learning has been introduced as 
an alternative to the traditional competitive classroom atmosphere. 

Decisions about whether to use cooperative learning 
approaches and following that, what method to use, require a 
thorough understanding of the basic concepts on which cooperative 
learning is based. 

WHAT IS Cooperative learning? 

Cooperative learning is often defined as a method of 
classroom instruction in which students are placed in small groups 
and work together to achieve a common goal. Such definitions of 
cooperative learning are broad generalizailons applied to a variety of 
instructional strategies having the common purpose of promoting 
student cooperation rather than competition in the learning process. 

To implement coop*;ratlve learning effectively in the class- 
room requires thoughtful decisions and careful planning about both 
the type of tasks involved and the incentives to be employed. Ce: - 
tainly, all learning settings involve basic decisions about the task 
structure and the incentive structure, but the use of cooperative 
learning strategies requires that special attention be given to the 
types of tasks and incentive structures employed. 
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Common elements op Cooperative learning 

Methods 

AH cooperative learning methods require students to perform 
highly structured group tasks. Although there are significant differ- 
ences among the various methods, they share these general charac- 
teristics: 

• Classes are divided Into small groups with 2 to 6 members. 

• Groups have an Interdependent structure with high individual 
accountability. 

• Clearly defined objectives are specified for the groups. 

• A cooperative environment and a reward system are present 
within the group. 

• Students support each others' efforts to achieve. 

• There is monitoring of group member behaviors. (14:5) 

One difference In the way that cooperative learning is applied 
in different settings cuts across most approaches. In addition to 
variations on task and incentive structures, cooperative learning 
groups may be either heterogeneous or homogeneous in terms of 
ability level. Heterogeneous grouping, according to Johnson and 
Johnson, is preferred because it causes students to have a greater 
affinity for classmates of a variety of abUity levels. On the other 
hand, this can cause difficulties if groups are not very carefully 
assen\bled with the right mix of students and with appropriate 
Incentive structures. (6:3) 

Major Cooperative Learning Methods 

Eight major types of cooperative learning methods and 
strategies are described in the professional literature. Descriptions 
of these eight approaches follow. 

Since the particular methods vary in their degree of effective- 
ness for different grade levels and for different subject matter, selec- 
tion of an appropriate method Is a major factor in determining the 
impact of cooperative learning on student achievement. As with any 
other instructional technique, no one cooperative learning method 



can be used to teach every subject and eveiy grade, but there are some 
that overlap. 
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BO^Jor Cooperative Learning Methods 

• Student Teams Achievement Divisions (STAD) 

• Teams Games Tournament (TGT) 

• Team Assisted Individualization (TAI) 

• Jigsaw 

• Jigsaw II 

• Cooperative Integrated Reading and Composition (CIRC) 

• Learning Together 

• Group Investigation 



Student Teams Achievement Divisions (STAD) 

The STAD method, developed by Robert Slavin. combines a 
group-study task structure^ with a cooperative incentive structure^ in 
which students receive a group reward for individual learning. 
According to Slavin, the STAD method can be useful in teaching 
material with single right answers such as mathematics, science, or 
foreign languages, but it is not appropriate for teaching reading or 
writing. Slavin believes the method is appropriate for students in 
grades 2-12. 

Implementation of this method begins with whole -class in- 
struction by the teacher, which takes from one to two class periods. 
The classroom is then divided into the characteristic 4- to 6-member 
heterogeneous groups. In groups, students work for one to two class 
periods to help each other master the material. The teacher hands 
out only two worksheets per group so that those In the group must 
work together. Students are told by the teacher to work in pairs or 
threes on the worksheets within each group. Tlie point is emphasized 
to the students that they are not finished studying until everyone Ui 
the group understands the material. 



^All group members study the material together and do not have separate 
tasks. 

student can achieve his or her goal — good grades, teacher praise, etc. — 
only If Uie other students In his or her group achieve theirs. 
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Following this group study, students take Individual quizzes. 
After each quiz, group and Individual Improvement scores are 
computed. The teacher produces a weekty newsletter recognizing 
groups or individuals who do especially well* 

This cooperative learning method requires the use of a rather 
complex system to compute group and individual improvement 
scores. After having been ranked according to past performance and 
teacher Judgment, students are placed accordingly Into ability group 
''divisions*' comprised of six people, the highest ranked six being 
Division 1, the next highest being Division 2, and so on. In theoiy, 
the students are not aware of the existence of these divisions; they are 
simply used by the teacher as a tool for translating quiz scores into 
team points. 

Individual Improvement scores are computed by comparing 
the score each student makes on the two weekly quizzes with the 
student's base score (which is set at five points below the student's 
average). For each point by which a student exceeds his or her base 
score, he or she receives points toward the group score. 

Group scores are computed by comparing an Individual group 
member's quiz score to the scores of other students within his or her 
ability group division. The maximum number of points a student can 
contribute towards his or her group's overall score Is ten, which Is 
given to the person within each ability group division who has ex- 
ceeded his or her base score by the most points. Six points are given 
to the second highest scorer, four points to the third highest, and all 
others contribute two points to their group score. 

This system allows lower ability students the chance to 
contribute the maximum number of points towards theli group's 
score, because they are only being compared to those of similar abil- 
ity. The consistently high scorers in each division carmot prevent 
others in their division from achieving this position, because when a 
high scorer dominates this position too long he or she is "bumped " 
Into the next highest division, thus providing stlffer competition. 
Tiie ability groups are kept roughly equal In size by dividing groups 
that become too large into two. 

From the standpoint of an Individual student's grades, the use 
of group scores adds to the motivational impact of cooperative learn- 
ing. The decision to include or not Include group scores In a student's 
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final grade in a class is up to the teacher. Slavln notes, however, that 
"If team grades count too much toward Individual student grades, 
high achievers will view the system as Inequitable." (20: 11) Periodi- 
cally throughout the year, the teacher will need to adjust the students' 
base scores and reassign students to dlfTerent groups. 

Teams Games Tournament (TGI) 

The TGT method, developed by Robert Slavln and Edward 
DeVries, uses a group-study task structure, with a cooperative 
incentive structure In which students receive a group reward for 
Individual learning. TGT, like STAD, is designed for use in teaching 
material with single right answers such as mathematics, science, 
social studies (with skills like geography and graph reading), or 
foreign languages in grades 2-12. It is not appropriate for teaching 
reading and wrltmg. 

The basic difference between this method and the STAD 
method is the use of weekty tournaments to demonstrate individual 
student learning. 

Students are ranked according to past performance and 
grouped in 3- to 4-member "teams." For example, each team may con- 
sist of a high achiever, two average achievers, and a low achiever. 
The teams are also as heterogeneous as possible in terms of sex and 
ethnicity. 

Implementation of this method begins with whole-class in- 
struction by the teacher, which normally lasts one to two class 
periods. The teacher assigns students to teams and hands out two 
worksheets to each team. Working together to complete the 
worksheet, teams study the material until everyone in the group has 
an understanding of it. 

Weekly, students demonstrate their mdividual ability in 
tournaments m which they compete as representatives of their group 
with students at their own ability level. Students are assigned to 
"tournament tables" consisting of. for example, three high achievers 
from different groups, three average achie\'ers from different groups, 
or three low achievers from different groups. "Skill exercise sessions 
which focus on the current subject matter are played during the 
tournament. At each three-person game table, students answer 
questions posed on card sets or game sheets to demonstrate mastery 
of specific skills." (2:29) 
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Team scores are calculated based on each member's perfor- 
mance in the tournament. The top scorer at each table Is given six 
points, the second scorer is given four points, and the third scorer Is 
given two points. The points each student receives are added to those 
of his or her teammates in order to form a team score. A newsletter 
recognizing successful teams and excellent individual perfon lances 
is distributed. Periodically throughout the year, the teacher reas- 
signs students to different teams based on changes in their perfor- 
mance. 

Team Assisted Individualization CTAl) 

This metliod, developed by Robert Slavin, Marshall Leavey, 
and Nancy Madden, uses z group-study task structure, with a coopero- 
tiue incentive structure in which students receive a group reward for 
individual learning. 

The TAI method differs from the other methods in that it was 
designed to be used in grades 2-8 almost exclusively for mathematics, 
and in classes that are too heterogeneous to be taught the same mate- 
rial at the same rate. Students v/ork as a part of a team, but they work 
at their own pace on materials designed for their ability level as 
determined by placement tests. In a classroom with mainstreamed 
children, for example, teams provide the needed positive social 
interaction, and the more individualized pace gives these students 
the opportunity to learn at their own speed and level. (17:27) Teams 
are made up of a heterogeneous mix of high, average, and low 
achievers. In these teams, students help each other master the skills 
and content. 

TAI also uses homogeneous "teaching groups" which consist of 
all of the high achievers in the class, or all of the average achievers, 
or all of the low achievers. These groups meet for 15 to 20 minutes ev- 
ery two to three days to receive instruction from the teacher on a new 
lesson, which is then practiced in the teams. Students do worksheets, 
which are parts of a "unit." the objective being to complete as many 
units of worksheets as possible. Teammates form pairs to check each 
other's work against answer sheets. When students complete a unit, 
they take a Unit Test; when a certain number of units have been 
completed, a Cumulative Mastery Test Is taken. Scores received on 
both these tests and the number of units completed each week are 
used to form a team score. 
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The best teams - that is, those whose members have com- 
pleted the most units or received the highest scores on tests or 
worksheets - receive teacher and class recognition in the form of cer- 
tiflcates. 

The Jigsaw method, developed by Elliot Aronson, uses a task- 
speciaHzaiion task structure ^ and an indWiducd incentive 
structure.* litis method of cooperative learning was designed for 
teaching material that comes from reading, such as literature, social 
studies, or science in grades 3-12. 

As with other cooperative learning methods, students using 
Jigsaw arc divided into 5- to 6-member heterogeneous groups Groups 
are assigned a lesson, "usually a chapter, a stoiy, a biography or simi- 
lar narrative or descrlpUve material" (21:42), and each mer iber of a 
^roup is responsible for becoming an "expert" on a section of it. 

Students first meet with members of other groups who are 
responsible for the same section. After studying/completing/mastering 
his or her o^vrx section, each group member is expected to teach that 
section to other members of the group. A quiz is then taken covering all 
sections, and quiz scores of each individual group member contribute 
only to Individual grades. 

In Jigsaw, quiz scores contribute to individual grades and not 
to a group score: in this way the incentive structure varies from those 
normally included in cooperative learning approaches. However, 
this method is still considered cooperative learning since the 
students depend on each other In order to leam the entire lesson and 
not Just their section. 

Jigs€uvn 

This variation on the original Jigsaw method was developed 
by Robert Slavln. Jigsaw n can be used under the same circumstances 
(as far as subject and grade) as the original Jigsaw. The difference be- 
tween Jigsaw and Jigsaw II is that Jigsaw II uses a cooperative incen- 



^Evcry member of a group Is responsible for learning and teaching a unique 
part of the lesson. 

student can achieve his or her goal regardless of whether or not others 
achieve theirs. 
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Uve structure In which students receive a group reward for individual 
learning. 

In Jigsaw II, every member of the group reads the same lesson 
once, and then each person Is assigned a section of that material on 
which to become an "expert." As in Jigsaw, the students meet in 
cross-team expert groups, teach their section to their own team, and 
then take individual quizzes on the entire lesson. Unlike Jigsaw, 
however, individual quiz scores are combined to form a total team 
score. 

Cooperative Integrated Reading and Composition (CIRC) 

This method, developed by Robert J. Stevens, Nancy Madden, 
Robert Slavin, and Anna Marie Famish, uses a group-study task 
structure, with a cooperative tncenttve structure in which students 
receive a group reward for individual learning. As the name implies, 
this method was specifically designed for use in teaching reading, 
composition, and language arts. 

Implementation of this method begins with student assign- 
ment to a higher or a lower reading group according to reading 
ability. Heterogeneous teams, composed of equal numbers of 
students from these two different ability-based reading groups, are 
formed. Teams are Ideally made up of two students from the higher 
level reading group and two ^rom the lower level group. Students 
form same-abillty-l-^vel pairs within their team and read aloud to 
each other, with the listening student responsible for following along 
and correcting any errors the reader may make. Within these same 
pairs or with their other teammates, students test each other on new 
vocabulary words in the story they read, summarize the main points 
of the story, write open-ended pieces on a topic related to the stoiy» 
and perform other related activities. 

For approximately 20 minutes each day, the teacher works 
with one ability-based reading group while the other students work 
in their teams on various reading or composition-related activities. 
'During these teacher- led sessions, the teacher sets a purpose for 
reading, introduces new vocabulary, reviews old vocabvUary, 
discusses the story students have already read, and so on." (23: 1) At 
the end of three class periods, each student takes a comprehension 
test on the material. Team scores are computed based on individual 
test scores. 
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Learning Together 

Th;s method, developed by David Johnson and Roger John- 
son, uses a group-study task structure, with a cooperative incentive 
structure in which students receive a group reward for a group prod- 
uct. Learning Together Invohres the highest degree of cooperation be- 
tween students, and can be used for most subjects. Eiq)erlments using 
this method have been done with students In grades 2-6. 

This method begins with whole-class Instruction by the 
teacher. Assignment sheets are then completed cooperatively by the 
group and handed In as a group product. Students are rewarded based 
on the performance of the entire group. 

Croup InvestigfUion 

This method, developed by Shlomo Sharan, uses a task- 
specialization task structure, with a cooperative incentive structure 
in which students receive a group reward for a group product. Useful 
In teaching most subject areas and grade levels, this method was 
designed to encourage creative thinking and group- and self- 
organization. 

Implementation of this method begins with students forming 
2- to 6-member groups, with groups choosing sections of a main 
lesson. The students then divide their group's section into individual 
tasks and prepare a group presentation of the topic to the entire class. 
(15:17-20) 

Research on the effects of 
COOPERATIVE Learning 

One of the most striking f*;atures about the results of coopera- 
tive learning research is its complexity. The research does not only 
compare the effects of cooperative learning directly with more 
traditional classroom structures. Since the approaches to 
cooperative learning themselves vary signlflcantly. some of the 
studies both compare the effects of several cooperative learning 
techniques and review the effects of non-cooperative approaches. 

In addition, researchers have focused on a variety of out- 
comes. Does cooperative learning - or one particular type of 
cooperative learning - result in increased student achievement? Is 



there a relationship between the use of cooperative learning and the 
way students feel about themselves, other students, and the school 
experience? Does cooperative learning work better with particular 
ethnic groups, or better with boys or girls? Can cooperative learning 
contribute to efibrts to successfully mainstream students? Can it 
help to produce better interpersonal relationships between students 
of different ethnic groups? Does its effectiveness vary for students of 
differing ability levels? 



Effects of Cooperative LeamJliig 

Academic Achievement 

• Effects on Ethnic Groups 
Non-Achievement Measures 

• Ethnic relations 

• Self-esteem and liking of others and of school 

• Malnstreamlng of academically handicapped 
students 



Academic Achievement 

While research on cooperative learning has studied all the 
questions cited above, the primary focus has been on the academic 
achievement of students. Although the majority of the research done 
to determine the effect of cooperative learning on individual aca- 
demic achievement has shown positive results, care should be taken 
when attempting to generalize these results to actual classroom 
settings. The results of a particular study of achievement effects 
depend on several variables, including subject area, the age group or 
grade of the participating students, the size of the groups, the 
duration of the stu^, and the cooperative learning method used. The 
large number and wide variety of variables are reasons for caution 
when interpreting the results of cooperative learning and student 
achievement studies. 

Another reason for caution, pointed out by Robert Slavln, is 
that many studies measure group productivity as opposed to individ- 
ual achievement even though individual achievement is a primary 
concern when attempting to identify ways to increase student leam- 
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Ing. (22:4.''y0) It Is useful, however, to summarize the findings of sev- 
eral of the most generallzable of the studies. 

One study, a meta-analysis which combined and analyzed the 
results of several dlflfereri. studies, was done by David Johnson and 
others. In their review of 122 studies looking at cooperative learning 
and achievement (although group productivity was not differentiated 
from Individual academic achievement), they attempted to answer 
three questions: 

1. Does cooperation promote higher achle\ ement than compe- 
tition, or vice versa? 

2. Does cooperation promote higher achievement than indi- 
vidualistic efforts, or vice versa? 

3. Is intergroup competition necessary for cooperative learn- 
ing to be effective? 

With respect to the three questions, the researchers found that 
cooperation promotes higher achievement than interpersonal com- 
petition or individual efforts "In all subject areas, ... age groups, . . . 
and for tasks other than rote decoding aiid correcting . . . and that 
cooperation without Intergroup competition promotes higher 
achievement and productivity than cooperation with intergroup 
competition." (This is a very tentative conclusion because the 
number of findings that directly compared the two conditions was 
too small for a firm conclusion.) (9:56-57) 

Robert Slavln reiterated his concern about cooperative learn- 
ing/student achievement studies In a 1982 review of the research on 
cooperative learJng and student achievement. He pointed out that 
"working In a group under certain circumstances does Increase the 
learning of the individuals in that group more than would w orklng 
under other arrangements, but a measure of group productivity pro- 
vides no evidence one way or the other on individual student 
achievement." (22:430) In his review, he looked at 46 studies to de- 
termine the effectiveness of cooperative learning in increasing indt- 
vidu -J sti Jent academic achievement. "Of the 4c studies 63 percent 
showed cooperative learning methods to have significantly positive 
effects on student achievement." (22:434) 



ERIC 



.^7 



12 



''Of the 46 studies 63 percent showed cooperative 
learning methods to have significantly positive effects 
on student achievement/^ (22;434) 



Slavln also analyzed the overall results by type of incentive 
structure and type of task structure. The incentive structure used was 
found to have a strong effect on student achievement. '^Of 27 studies 
that use group study and group rewards for individual learning 89 
percent found positive effects on student achievement . . . whereas 
those nine studies that did not use this incentive structure did not 
find positive effects on student achievemiint.'* (22:438) Slavln found 
that those methods using Individual rewards and task spectalizatioru 
did not increase student achievement, but that those using group 
rewards and task specialization did. Slavln concluded that. In order 
for cooperative learning to significantly increase student academic 
achievement, methods that use task specialization and provide group 
rewards with individual accountability should be used. 

EFFECTS on ETHNIC OROV}^ 

In addition to studies focusing on the relationship of coopera- 
tive learning techniques to student achievement in general, some 
research has targeted the effects on students of different racial 
groups. In some cases, cooperative learning was found to be more 
likely to increase the academic achievement of non-white students 
than that of white students, with the res^ archers, hjrpotheslzing that 
non-white students may be more receptiv * tc cooperative learning 
methods than white students. 

Three studies reviewing the effects of cooperative learning on 
nchievement of students of different racial-ethnic groups (Lucker, et. 
al. 1976, Slavin 1977, and Slavin and Oickle 1981) found this to be 
true, although a 1979 study by SU>vin did not. Slavln and Oickle 
found that, while cooperative learning tends to increase the 
achievement levels of all students, ihe improvement is greater for 
black students than for white students. Slavin and Oickle hypothe- 
sized that, because the peer group seems to be more Important for 
black students than for white students, they are more cooperatively 
predisposed, and therefore mobilization of the peer group to support 
achievement has a greater impact on them. (16:179) 
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In studies done by Slavln (1977). Slavln and Oickle (1981). and 
Edwards, DeVrles, and Snyder (1972), similar conclusions were 
reached relating to the cultural differences between Hispanic 
students and students of other races. It was obsenred that cooperative 
learning methods seemed to produce better results for black and 
Mexican-American students. (17:61-62) One possible explanation for 
this, according to Slavin, is that "there Is something in black and 
Hispanic cultures that supports cooperation as a motivational 
system. Black and Hispanic children's self-esteem seems to depend 
more on how they see themselves getting along with their peer group 
than how they are doing academically, while the reverse is true for 
whites." (17:62) 

NON-ACHIEVEMENT MEASURES 

Some studies have dealt with the effects of cooperative learn- 
ing on ethnic and social relations, mainstreaming of academically 
and physical^ handicapped students, attitudes of students towards 
each other and towards school, and student self-esteem. The major- 
ity of the research provides evidence of positive results of cooperative 
learning on these factors. However, the results depend heavily on the 
cooperative learning method used, the setting of the study, the exper- 
imental design, and the measures used to determine outcomes. 

ETHNIC RBUiTIONa 

Social scientists are Inclined to believe that the conditions 
under which previously segregated groups first come in contact with 
others in desegregated conditions make a significant difference. 
From the standpoint of students and the formation of cross-race 
friendships among them, the fact that "Black, Hispanic, and Anglo 
students typically live in different neighborhoods, ride different 
buses, and prefer different activities, works against friendship for- 
mation even when race is not a factor." (19:54) Available evidence 
suggests that "cooperation across racial lines, equal-status roles for 
students of different races, contact across racial lines that permits 
students to learn about one another as individuals, and the commu- 
nication of unequivocal teacher support for interracial contact" are 
important to the positive outcome of desegregation. (19:48) 

Researchers also report that positive inter-ethnic relations do 
not occur as a result of desegregation on their own; specific interven- 
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tlons aimed at improving race relations are needed. Research Indi- 
cates that cooperative learning methods provide many of the condi- 
tions necessary. In classes using cooperative learning, students of 
different races are provided with a new basis for similarity, 
developed through genuine cooperative interaction. 

There have been several different approaches to studying the 
effect of cooperative learning on race relations. One approach has 
been to compare the number of cross-race friendship choices occur- 
ring when cooperative learning methods are used with the number 
occurring in "traditional" competitive classroom settings. The most 
popular way to determine "liking" is the use of a soclometrlc ques- 
tionnaire asking students to list the names of classmates whom they 
consider their friends in school. The numbers of cro^s-race and 
wlthin-race choices are then counted. 

Hansell and Slavln, in a J '"31 study, used this method and 
found that more cross-race frienv 'ship choices were made when coop- 
erative learning was used than in the traditional classroom situa- 
tions. (A control for possible pre-experiment friendships between 
students of different races was included in the study by giving pre- 
and post-experiment soclometrlc questioimalres.) Neither pre- 
existing status nor power differences had substantial effect on post- 
experiment friendship choices. 



In this case, as in other cases involving the use of 
cooperative learning methods, the careful placement of 
students into ^ups and choice of method are of vital 
importance in producing positive results* 

It is easy to assume then that the characteristics of the coop- 
erative learning situation Itself - mutual interdependence, equal 
status, etc. - were the causes of the increase in cross-race friendships. 
However, it is important to realize that other factors such as "the 
mere physical proximity of black and white students in a cooperative 
setting" may instead be the reason. (3: 104) In a few cases researchers 
have attempted to determine the strength of the cross-race friend- 
ships formed, in addition to the frequency of the relationships. In 
the above mentioned Hansell and Slavin study, students' friendship 
choices were considered "close" or "strong" if they were among the 
first six made on the questionnaire. The number of instances in 
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which these choices were reciprocated between students were also 
counted. The number of strong cross-race friendships were signifi- 
cantly higher in those clast^es using cooperative learning methods. 

Another approach has been to look At the number of cross- 
race helping behaviors that occur when cooperative learning 
methods are used. These behaviors have been measured either by 
observation of students during the experiment or by asking the 
students after the experiment whom they had helped and who had 
helped them. 

A study done by Welgel. Wiser, and Cook (25:233) measured the 
frequency of cross-ethnic helping behaviors exhibited by the students 
in their experimental group, which used a variation on the Group 
Investigation method using between-group competition. They found 
that "the frequency of cross-ethnic helping behavior was five times 
greater" in the experimental group. 

It is important to remember, however, when looking at the 
significance of these findings, that working in small groups as op- 
posed to receiving whole-class instruction is going to require more 
communication between students, so the overall chance of two 
students from different ethnic groups helping one another would be 
greater. 

Welgel. Wiser, and Cook also looked at the frequency of cross- 
ethnic interpersonal conflicts. They found significantly fewer in- 
stances of conflict between members of different races in the experi- 
mental group - 45 percent of the total instances of conflict as opposed 
to 90 percent in the whole-class instruction situation. However, the 
overall level of conflict for either the experimental or the control 
group was so low that the researchers were not inclined to attach 
much significance to differences between the two types of classes, but 
rather to look at this as an interestuig result of their investigation. 

Research In the area of cooperative learning and race rela- 
tions has also focused on the possibility that specific subgroups of 
students made or received more than their proportionate share of 
new cross-race friendship choices within a cooperative learning 
setting. For example, those students who make the highest grades in 
the class, those who have a certain degree of preexisting social status, 
or those students who are white may tend to receive the majority of 
the new inter-ethnic friendship choices. Hansell and Slavin (3:104) 
examined this possibility and found that this was not the case. They 
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discovered that strong cross-race choices were made and received 
equally by those of diflferlng status, achievement levels, and races. 

Although cooperative learning and ethnic relations resea/ch 
has rather consistently found that liking among students of different 
races increases when cooperative learning methods are used, there is 
an important limitation to the usefulness of the cooperative learn- 
ing/ ethmc relations research. If, for example, a teacher's main ob- 
jective in Implementing cooperative learning is to improve ethnic 
relations in the classroom, current research is not available to 
indicate a best method to use. 

Although several of the major methods have been used In ex- 
periments designed to measure ethnic relations, they have been used 
In such a variety of circumstances (1. e., length of study, heterogeneity 
of the experimental or control groups, etc.) that no specific direction 
is indicated at this time, with the possible exception of Student 
Teams Achievement Divisions (STAD) which is the method that has 
been studied the most and has produced the most consistently posi- 
tive results. In this case, as in other cases involving the use of coop- 
erative learning methods, the careful placement of studentt into 
groups and choice of method are of vital importance in producing 
positive results. 

STUDENT SELF-ESTEEM, UKINO OF OTHERS AND OF SCHOOL 

Cooperative learning has also been found to affect students' 
liking of others, of themselves, and of school by Improving peer rela- 
tionships and success in school work. 

The results of the research currently available on the effects 
of cooperative learning on student self-esteem tend to be positive but 
Inconsistent. For example, Robert Slavln, after completing an anal- 
ysis of the research on thLs subject, found that seven of ten studies he 
examined showed positive results and three indicated no difference 
between the two approaches. He also points out that, although the re- 
sults of the research suggest that lasting changes in student self-es- 
teem might be brought about by long-term implementation of coop- 
erative learning, "a dramatic change in s -ch a central part of stu- 
dents' psychological makeup" cannot be e -pected as a result of an ex- 
periment lasting a few weeks. (17:110) 

The methods used to determine how well students liked sctwol 
as ^ result of cooperative learning interventions tend to indicate that 



there is no significant difference between how much a student likes 
school before an experience with cooperative learning and how much 
he or she Ukes it afterwards. The students wert; asked on a pre- and 
post-experiment quesUonnalre onJy whether they liked school or 
class in general not whether they liked it better after their coopera- 
tive learning experience than before. In most studies students were 
not asked directly whether they liked the traditional or the coopera- 
tive learning class better. 

Researchers have also studied the effect of cooperative learn- 
ing on students' liking of their classmates, with positive effects pre- 
sumably due to the increased interaction with one another and the 
taterdependence brought about by small group work. Studies have 
been done using each of the cooperative learning methods. Question- 
nalres asking students "Who are your friends In this class?" or scale 
measures of "I like the other students in this class" and 'The other 
studente in this class like me" have been used to measure Increased 
Uklng of classmates. (17:116) Although the evidence to demonstrate 
this relationship has not been conclusive, the majority of it has been 
positive. 

MAmSTREABSOfQ OF HANDICAPPED STUDENTS 

of nv, f ^n' the mandate of Public Uw 94-142 requiring placement 
of physically and academically handicapped children into regular 
classrooms whenever possible, various methods have been tried to 
increase their academic achievement as weU as prevent social 
rejection of these children by their peers. Cooperative learning is one 
such method. ® 

At first glance, teaching techniques using an individualistic 
mcenttve structure may appear to be the best way to accommodate the 
diverse needs of mainstreamed students. However, the results of re- 
search on the effectiveness of cooperative learning used with main- 
streamed classrooms have pointed to benefits that can be achieved 
when cooperative learning is carefully and appropriately imple- 
mented. Part of the reason is that individualized programs tend to 
isolate students from one another, thus preventing interaction 
between handicapped and non-handicapped students, whereas 
interaction is an integral part of cooperative learning methods 
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In general, the research on malnstreamlng and cooperaUve 
learning has focused on two main issues: 

1, Academic achievement of both academically handicapped 
and non-handicapped students In a cooperaUve learning 
setting. 

2. The cross-handicap relaUonshlps formed In a cooperative 
learning situation. 

Most studies that were aimed at determining academic Im- 
provement for both academically handicapped and non-handicapped 
students as a result of c<3operatlve learning IntervcnUons found that 
although achievement improved for academically handicapped stu- 
dents, the improvement was not statistically significant. It should be 
noted, however, that "the academically handicapped students In the 
experimental groups (that Is. those using cooperative learning In- 
terventions) outperformed those In control groups by a larger amount 
than normal-progress students In the experimental groups exceeded 
those in traditional control groups." (17:100) 

On a less positive note, the academic achievement of both 
malnstreamed leamlng-dlsabled students and the non-learning 
disabled who were grouped with them In a cooperative learning situa- 
tion was also Investigated by Cosden. Pearl, and Biyan in a 1985 
study. These researchers found that the "benefits claimed for cooper- 
ative goal structures may not always be forthcoming." (17:1 13) 
Students participating In this study who were not leamlng-dlsabled 
performed better academically after Individual study than after 
study with a learning- disabled partner. 

Successful malnstreamlng depends heavily on the way in 
which interaction among students is stixictured. Research Indicates 
that cooperative learning methods, through Interdependence, can 
promote more positive attitudes towards handicapped students by 
tiielr peers. For example. In the study done by Johnson, et al.. a coop- 
erative goal stiucture was found to promote more support, praise, en- 
couragement, concern, and acceptance between educable mentally re- 
tarded teenagers and tiielr non-handicapped peers than did an indi- 
vidualistic goal structure. 

Within the research on cross-handicap relationships formed 
in a cooperative learning situation, studies have focused on two sepa- 
rate issues - quantity and quality of the relationships. It was found. 
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in general, that both the quantity and the quality of cross-handicap 
relationships increased when cooperat.'ve learning methods are used. 

For example, a 1984 study done by Slavlii, Madden and Leavey 
examined the effect of the Team Assisted Individualization (TAI) 
method on malnstreamed academicall> handicapped students' 
nominations as 'Ijest friends" by non-handicapped students. The 
study found that the handicapped students were chosen as friends 
more often In the TAI classrooms than in the "traditional" control 
classrooms. 

In studying the quality of cross-haniicap friendships, one 
measure is an examination of the generallzability of such friendship 
choices to free-time nonlnstructional situations. In a 1981 study, 
Johnson and Johnson observed the number of times a cross 
handicap Interaction occurred during the two 30-mlnute free-time 
sessions given at the end of each section of the study. "On the average 
there were 48 interactions per session between the handicapped and 
non-handicapped students in the cooperative condition and only 16 
such interactions in the individualistic condition." (4:420) 

In a 1986 study by Johnson. Johnson, Warring, and 
Maruyama, students in cooperative and individualistic classrooms 
were each given a list of nine outside-class activities such as: ate 
lunch with, invited to your house, and tiJked v th on the telephone, 
and then given a list of the names of the other students in the class. 
Next to each activity they were asked to write the names of all of the 
students with whom they had done the activity. Overall, more cross 
handicap choices were listed by students in cooperative learning set- 
tings. (11:251) 

Although the results of use of cooperative learning in main- 
streaming situations have been mostly positive, there have also been 
negative consequences which cannot be ignored. Malnstreaming 
academically or physically handicapped students carries with it not 
only the opportunity to reduce rejection and stigmatlzation of these 
children but also the risk of making the situation worse. Physical 
proximity between students alone cannot produce the desired results; 
in fact, "this may even increase prejudice, stereotyping, and rejection 
of physically and academlcalty handicapped students." (12:161) The 
way a malnstreamed classrf>om is designed and Implemented by the 
teacher is the key to its success. 
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In situations involving interdependence between handi- 
capped students and their non-handicapped peers, there may be con- 
cerns and anxieties felt by both groups. The non-handicapped stu- 
dents may be concerned about having their grades adversely affected 
by interdependence with handicapped peers, ;ind the handicapped 
students may be worried about being placed in an unfamiliar situa- 
tion requiring extensive interaction with non-handicapped students. 



It is necessary to pay "carefiil attention to i ^sitive 
Interdependencet individual accountability, 
collaborative skills/* and instruction of non- 
handicapped students on the most effective strategies 
for working with their handicapped peerSi (7:SS9) 

In some cases, the handicapped students have been criticized 
more by their non-handicapped peers as a result of the between-group 
competition involved in J^cme cooperative learning methods. For in- 
stance, if a cooperative learning method such as Jigsaw is used in 
which each student is responsible for a section of tlie lesson on which 
the group will be tested, the non-handicapped students might be more 
likely to reject or stigmatize a handicapped peer if that person carmot 
adequately "teach" his or her section to the rest of the group. A simi- 
lar situation can occur if, for example, the Leai^oing Together or 
Group Investigation methods in which students iWetve a group re- 
ward based on group perfonnance are used, and the one or two main- 
streamed students in the group are unable to contribute their *Tair 
share" to the group effort. It is necessary to pay "careful attention to 
positive interdependence, indlvidu,\l accountability, joUaborattve 
skills," and instruction of non-hancHcapped students on the most ef- 
fective strategies for working with th en* hJindicapped peers. (7:559) 

SOME FACTORS TO CONSIDER WHEN 
IMPLEMENTING COOPERATIVE LEARNING 

Research provides assistance in identiiying factors that may 
be important in increasing the positive effects of cooperative learn- 
ing on student achievement and attitudes. The implication for educa- 
tors is that different skills may have to be stressed for different types 
of students. 



For example, Johnson and Johnson studied the Interactions 
between student ability. Interaction patterns In the groups, and 
achievement. Their findings - that "different types of vocalization 
relate to achievement for high-, medium-, and low-achieving stu- 
dents." and that 'Vocalizing on the subject to be learned was much 
more Important for achievement than listening to collaborators vo- 
calize" - are significant for those wishing to successfully Implement 
cooperaUve learning. (10:318) In order to maximize learning, they 
suggest, low-achieving students should be taught to discuss task-re- 
lated Information and to be willing to express disagreement with 
other members' conclusions, while those students at the medium- 
achieving level should be taught to provide agreement and 
disagreement with the conclusions reached by the other members of 
the group. 

Students need to be educated about their roles and 
responsibilities In the groups, as well as about the 
communication skills necessaiy for success In a 

cooperative learning program. 

There is also an indication of significant sex differences in 
the Interaction patterns and achievement of students In cooperative 
learning groups. A study of students in grades 7 and 8 conducted by 
Webb indicated that "even though males and females had comparable 
ability, males outperformed females on an achievement test" after 
participation in a cooperative learning group. This was partly a 
result of the "greater success of males than females in obtaining 
information and explanations from other group members . . . because 
of the tendency on the part of both females and males to ask males 
for help and the tendency for the females to be ignored even when 
they asked for help." (24:43) Consequently. Webb recommends that 
girls be taught to persist In their efforts to obtain information when 
working in a group. 

Implementation of cooperative learning methods involves 
role changes by both students and teachers. TTie students are re- 
quired to take on more of the responsibility for their own learning, 
and the teachers must be willing to allow this to happen by giving up 
some of their control o^er how their students learn. Assuming that 



these conditions will Just happen naturally may result In a less 
successful Implementation of cooperative learning. 

Students Mo be educated about their roles and responsi- 
bilities in the gr • well as about the communication skills nec- 
essary for sucf operative learning program. Teachers need 
to provide stuc a;: .th the appropriate structure, communication 
skills, and Infoi >n. "Doing so requires that teachers communi- 
cate to students the need for soc.' al skills, define and model these 
skills, have students practice thf m over and over again, process how 
effectively students perform the ikllls, and ensure that students per- 
severe until the skills are fully integrated into their behavioral 
repertoires." (8:32) Explaining ai^v/ers, asking questions, and criti- 
cizing ideas, not people, are examples of such social skills. 



SUCCESSFUL iMPLEBflENTATION OP 
COOPERATIVE LEARNING 

Teachers, students, administrators, and parents all have im- 
portant roles to play in the successful use of cooperative learning in 
the school. 

HOLE OF THE T^CHEll 

Teacher preparation and training should pave the way for 
implementation of a cooperative learning program. After having de- 
termined in a 1975 study that implementation of the Jigsaw tech- 
nique Improved inter-ethnic relations, Elliot Aronson used a five- 
day summer workshop for teachers to help them successfully begin a 
cooperative learning program. The workshop included having the 
teachers work with each other in cooperative and competitive situa- 
tions so that they could experience the difference firsthand and get an 
idea of how students feel In those s'tuatlons. Workshops such as the 
one given by Aronson should also include an "observation and reflec- 
tion* session In which the teachers discuss the professional and 
personal significance of the cooperative experience. 

In addition to participating in training sessions suc'^ as 
Aronson's. teachers can make use of the following set of guidelines, 
whicn is a condensed version of those prepared by David ai.J Roger 
Johnson. The guidelines v -n help teachers design a cooperative 
le?.ming program for their classroom. 
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1. Clearly spe'^^fy the objectives for the lesson, including both 
the task and goal siniciures, as well as the small-group collaborative 
skills that will be emphasized during the lesson. 

2. Plan the ii^structional materials to promote interdepen- 
dence. Teachers should distribute materials in ways that communi- 
cate that the assignment is a Joint effort and that students are in a 
"sink or swim together" situation. Giving each group member onfy a 
part of the materials needed to complete a task or gMng only one 
copy of a worksheet to the group are ways of doing this. 

3. Assign students complementary and interconnecting roles. 
For example, assign students to be summarizers (student restates the 
major conclusions or answers the group has achieved), checkers 
(student ensures that all members can explain the group's answer or 
conclusion), accuracy coaches (student corrects mistakes In another 
member's explanations or summaries), etc. 

4. Observe the students interacting to see what problems they 
may be having in completing the asslgrmient and in working collab- 
oratively. Provide assistance only in the role of a consultant. Clar- 
ify instructions, review Important procedures, answer questions 
only if none of the students In the group know the answer, and suggest 
more effective procedures and behaviors for working together If 
groups are having problems cooperating. 

5. Evaluate the students' work, give them feedback as to how 
their work compares to the criteria of excellence, and give the groups 
time to assess how well they worked together and to plan how to im- 
prove their collaboration. (6:2-4) 

Role of the Stldeivt 

A revlev» of the literature shows that the role of the student in 
cooperative learning can also be structured to increase success. When 
cooperative learning is first being Implemented, teachers need to 
establish some specific rules relating to individual behavior within 
the small groups. 

1. Participate actively in your group. Usten to everyone's 
ideas even if you don't agree. 

2. Encourage other members of your group to contribute. 
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3. If you do not understand part of the assignment, ask the 
other members of your group before asking the teacher. Be persistent 
about getting an answer. 

4. Remember that the assignment Is not finished until each 
group member understands. Part of your responsibility is answering 
the questions of other group members and helping them to learn the 
material. 

ROLE OFTHEADMnaSTRATOR 

Administrators have an Important part to play in imple- 
menting cooperative learning. In order to provide teachers with the 
support, encouragement, and feedback they need to successfully begin 
and maintain a cooperative learning program in their classroom, 
administrators can follow these suggestions drawn from the 
literature: 

1. Be well informed as to the basic elements of cooperative 
learning, the various methods, procedures for Implementationt etc. 

2. Do not tiy to be the only support ^stcm for teachers. In- 
stead, set up and manage a system whereby teachers provide profes- 
sional support for each other. 

3. In addition to the pre-implementation teacher training 
workshops discussed above, provide the needed training courses, 
classroom materials, and updated information on cooperative learn- 
ing on a continuing basis. 

4. When training teachers, be sure to emphasize not only the 
procedures involved in Implementation of cooperative learning but 
also the teaching skills required that may be difTerent than those 
typically used. 

5. Publicly support the use of cooperative learning in your 
school, especially when communicating with parents. 

roleoftheParettt 

Parents can contribute greatly to increasing the benefits of 
cooperative learning for their children. The following guidelines 
emerge from a review of the literature: 

1 . Encourage your child to actively participate in the group 
activities. 
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2. Stress the importance of such communications skills as 
looking directly at the person speaking, nodding and responding 
when you agree with or understand what the person is saying, not 
verbally attacking someone when you don't understand or don't agree 
with him, etc. 

S. Encourage your child to be helpful and encouraging to- 
wards others in his or her group. This Is Important because of the 
"sink or swim together" Interdependence of cooperative learning 
groups. 

4. Unden,tand that if your child is a high achiever. hi3 or her 
progress need noi be hindered by the low achievers in the group be- 
cause many of tht- cooperative learning methods use individual ac- 
countability in grading group work. When the teacher is using such a 
method, make sure that your child understands this. 

CONCLUDING Remarks 

The literature on cooperative learning consists of many 
articles and books advocating the use of this teaching method but few 
that point out its disadvantages. It is important to recognize this and 
keep it In mind when making decisions regarding the use of coopera- 
tive learning. For example, although coop eratlve learning methods 
have been shown to have a positive effect on students who are main- 
streamed. It is possible for these methods to produce negaUve effects 
such as greater rejection of these chUdren by their peers if they ate 
unable to do their share of the group's work or if they are seen as 
slowing the group's progress. 

Although research indicates that in many cases cooperative 
learning can be beneficial to student learning, there are legitiniate 
concerns about the approach that should be recognized and 
addressed. 

Parents of high-achieving students participating in coopera- 
tive learning have expressed concern about their children being used 
as tutors and being held back by those students in the group who are 
not at the same ability level. Cooperative learning methods that are 
carefully designed and properly implemented can ease this concern. 

Advocates of cooperative learning believe that children enjoy 
the opportunity to interact with their class-mates. But some children 
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are highly competitive by nature and are motivated to perform better 
In a competitive situation. 

Cooperative learning methods should not be used to teach 
eveiy subject. Proponents of cooperative learning agree that all three 
incentive stmcturcs — cooperative, competitive, and Individualistic — 
can be used effectively in different classroom settings depending upon 
the task type and its desired outcome. No incentive structure is best 
for eveiy type of task, and there are conflicting views as to the tasks 
with which cooperative, competitive, and individualistic incentive 
structures can be used most appropriately. 

David and Roger Johnson, strong supporters of the use of co- 
operative learning, have identified conditions under which they be- 
lieve competitive and individualistic incentive structures can be pro- 
ductively used to supplement cooperative learning. Generally, com- 
petitive and individucdistic incentive structures can be effectively 
used to increase achievement on tasks that are relatively simple and 
require little help from the teacher or other students. Examples of 
such tasks are spelling, vocabulary, and certain math activities. 

Appropriate and effective implementation of cooperative 
learning requires a thorough understanding of the concept, specific 
methods, and roles of teachers, parents, students, and administrators. 
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